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William F. Caton, Acting Secretary }Nm
Federal Communications Commission 28 1996
1919 M Street, N.W.; Room 222

Washington, D.C. 20554 'EWWMmmmm

Re: Arch Communications Group, Inc.
Ex Parte Presentation

CcC Docket Nos. 95-185fand 96-98

i atu

Dear Mr. Caton:

On June 27, 1996, Arch Communications Group, Inc.
("Arch") filed a written ex parte presentation with the
Commission with respect to the referenced proceedings. Due
to circumstances beyond Arch’s control, the presentation was
submitted under facsimile signature. Transmitted herewith,
on behalf of Arch, is the original signature of Mr. Paul
Kuzia. Arch respectfully requests that this signature page

be associated with the ex parte presentation previously
filed.

Should you have any questions in this regard, please do
not hesitate to contact the undergigned.

Very truly yours,

250 e

rlstlne M. Crowe
for PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER

Enclosure
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(202) 508-9562 ASDAN. 74417
William F. Caton
Federal Communicatdons Commission
1919 M Street, N.-W.
Room 222

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No, 95-185
CC Docket No. 96-98
Ex Parte Presentation

Dear Mr. Caton:

: " 1 dOnN.Ium 12, 1996, counsel for Arch Coné%igmtc:f}:ons Group, Inc.
"Arch") filed a Notice of an Ex Parte to staff concerni
compensation for call terminggon senggggyndm wireless service providers emu:gd in
particular by paging carriers,

The above referenced presentation was hmeyoted to
negotiations between Arch and various local exchange in the eastern and
;zuthem statcs where Arch has, untill m focused its mﬂm&hm mid-
ay, however, Arch acquired control o estlink Company, provides
canventional paging services in 18 western and mid-western states. A Westlink
affiliate, Benbow Ventures, Inc., has also been licensed to provide
narrowband PCS services in the western half of the United States. These new

members of the Arch family have been in efforts to te new
interconnection ‘ its with at least major LRCs were not
discussed extensively In our earlier communication, i'.e., Pacific Bell, US West

New Vector Group ("US WEST™) and GTE. Unfortunatcly, the results of these

negotiations have been no more favorable than those between Arch and the LECs

tlg omns. While things change {rum day-to-day, you should take note of
e fo :
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1.  US WEST has not offered anything new to pmcam‘ers in
respanse o the requirernents of the Act. Onc representative of U ST
recently stated to our counsel that the "mutual co sation” rule may not apply
to paging carriers since "paging trullic is all in one direction."

2. GTE sarves about 40% of the landline telephone customer
base in Southern California, and with its acquisition of Contel also acquired a
ificant position in the central parr of the state. Arch's counsel, acting on
alf of the two Arch affiliates as well as the stare associatior: of pagi
carriers, has spoken to, and exchanged correspondence with, GTE in connecton
ﬁg’af“‘“ interconnect matters. Nearly two months have now passed since the
approach by counsel, yet GTE has yet to confirm that paging curriers are
even entitled to mutual or reciprocal cou&_e;uﬁon, let alone make a concrete
offer to the industry. In the meantime, continues to charge the interconnect
rates which were prevalent prior to the passage of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996. In a Type-2 context, these include code opening charges of $11,000 per
NXX block.V This is incansistent with the current treatment of other industry
participants, as will be discussed in paragraph 5.

3.  Pacific Bell was first approached (in wri andﬂ;counsel)
on April 23, 1996. Following this contact, the attorney for ' ates and
the state association has met with Pacific to discuss CMRS interconnection in
light of the Telecommunications Act, and has on several occasions sought mutual
compensation for ag carriers from Pacific. However, Pacific has made no
offer to California’s carriers, but has instead argm'.d that such carriers
must await tion of their current contracts (which are claimed to have z five
year term) before uegotiations can takc place. Pacific also continues to impose a
signiﬂ)cant NXX code opening charge (up to $35,000 per code in metropolitan
areas),

4, In the meaulime, vtingLua LECS hawve cond:f}uod to ante; itgto
mutual co tion arr wi s. While of these are of the
"bill and mpe"mv:r!ety, otherslmu::nd?n specific dollar ammmnmyto the call
termination jon. The most pertinent data again relates to California, where
GTE and Pacific Bell have concluded ts with (among others)
Metropolitan Fiber Systems ("MFS"), Telecommunications Group ("TCG"), and a
smaller tive local carrier ("CLC") called Pac West Telecomm, Inc. Each of
these ts has been publicly noticed through procedures established by
the C 1a Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC"). They reveal that Californie’s

i/  Type-1 numbers charges in California are enormously arbitrary. Por
example, Contel $.65 per number per month in its , GTE
Northwest charges $.23 per number in its cxchanges, and Pacific Bell charges
$.004 per number in its territory.
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two t LECs have offered to0 ¢ te CLCs for terminating traffic
orl L"rtge‘::ls by Pucific and GTE mtgwmc:s This compansation rangesuns (for 1ncal
) from .75 cenﬁpexmmutetoldrcents per set-up plus acentsper:mnute

duration. Th i,." i Lda, MFS ang Pac West are
LiMphadbing “ l ! wﬁ‘\ ls » Mm IS YL eieking

10 H."s'.":; d ¢ Riga!
DETWEReL! " H“ n"‘-- Su.8,

o 5. o Finally, you should bep:vcvmgre E}h'?'é t:;d CPUC has C{éﬁﬁcdthe
privately negotut amungements c, various s to
effect that on an interim basis Me%ngu no code o charges levied on
the CLCs. See CPUC Resolution 15824 and Decision 3-020 at pp. 83 et. seq.
thntheCPUCdeudutheamountofsuchchnﬁ there will be &
retroactive "true-up.” California’s p% ve requelted (so far without
success) the same arrangement, or, at least, an agreement from Pacific
Ball and GTE that amnunts paidoverformw cades since the CPUC’s decision: be
refundable in the likely event that the CPUC (and/or this Commission) decide
that code opening charges are inappropriate,

Arch balisves that the above information, when taken together with
its earlier presentation, points to an inescapable conclusion. Without clear and
frm guidelines from this Commission, major LECs in all parts of the country are
likely to continue to evade their responsibilities under the Act, They are likely to
provide mutual compcensation whare it suits them (as in the cellular contaxt
where they terminate more calls than originate). They are also lkely to
refusctupaysuchc tion where mﬂtistmfavmhletothem(asm
Mrj“aamg situationwherecalh originated by LEC customers are terminated by

Similarly, the greater bargaining power of many CLCs will get
themnotonlymmimuonpayments but also free telephone num! P
carriers, though they ufunuthesamcaﬂtcrmhndmﬁmcﬂnm as thelr
breﬂzzendeLCs receive nothing for terminati cnllsandwﬂlcontinue
to pay substantial amounrs for numbens Such treatment of
cggﬁamiensmueasmblesmcemenammofa call over the s
facilities is indistinguishable from other rypes of ¢ In fact, such distinction
becomes even more difficult with the advent of the provision of paging services
by SMR and PCS setvice providers.

Miteelady. 'L LA VE
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Different LECs will make different arguments. Some will say that the
"mutual" or "reciprocal® compensation rule applies only where traffic goes in two
directions, Others will say that the rule only applies 10 two-way voice
comynunications, This Commission should recognize such arguments for what they
are, i.e., tactics designed to delay even-handed implementation of a clear
Congressional mandate.

4/ - ( 7
Paul H. Kozla, V mﬁﬁ

Engineering and Regulatory Affairs

cc:  Michelle Farquhar
Karen Brinkman
David Nall
Rosalind Allen
Daniel Grogh
Rhonda Lein
Zenji Nakazawa



